EPSTEIN 



- 12 - 



lA April 1978 






ii 






[Sources, continued:] 

(33) There is a favorable review by Jolm Barkham (of Saturday Review?), 
printed in the S.F. Examiner-Chronicle, April 9. Epstein is called an ‘’acute 
researcher” whose documentation is 'Impressive,'' 

Incidentally, the same page contains Barkham’s review of the Weinstein book 
on Hiss, also positive. Victor Navasky's persuasive espos^ of Weinstein (Nation, 
A/8) makes his scholarship look as bad as Epstein's; in both cases the press 
reaction has been generally positive. 

(3A) Wall Street Journal, A/7, p. lA; review by Michael Lcdcen, editor of 
the Washington Review of Strategic and International Studies - i.e., he sounds 
like a rather big wheel. Ledeen understands the significance of the "mole” story, 
and specifically predicts that "Legend” will enter into "the general debate’* on 
the CIA which is about to begin, as legislative guidelines are being considered. 

[(17) A P.S. on the Newsweek review - the reviewer is the managing editor! 

I don’t know if he often reviews books, but it seems that if they wanted to have 
someone special do the review, they could have found someone who knows more of 
the facts of the case.] 

(35) Schorr's book has some interesting material on Angleton. My knowledge 
of the circumstances of Schorr's Initial interest in Noseuko does not lend any 
support to the speculation that Angleton's side was leaking an anti-Nosenko "KGB 
did it” scenario back then, before Epstein got it. 

(36) I am told the the new book on the Dulles family has quite a bit on 
Angleton. Recall chat Angleton is one of the people with control over Dulles* 
papers at Princeton, presumably including his WC files. 

(37) I am also told that Colby's forthcoming book will have a lot to say 
about Angleton. Supposedly Angleton is one of the few villains in the book, which 
complains about excessive zeal in counterintelligence. It may be that the Epstein 
book represented Angleton's attempt to get his side of the "war of the moles’* out 
before Colby got the other side out. 

(38) Russ Stetler got me interested in "Five Signs from Ruby," a trashy 1976 
novel by Hugh C. McDonald - the same McDonald who gave us "Saul" and solved the 
JFK case. In the novel, the high-level penetration of the CIA is pro-PLO. As 
noted in Schorr's book, and elsewhere, Angleton was in cliarge Of the Middle East 
account until Colby took it away, and since he's convinced that the PLO is a KGB 
front, pro-Arab sympathies are looked upon skeptically (to put it mildly). [As 
noted below, I think it is no accident (as the Russians used to say) that the 
alleged PLO-Weatherraan link has come to the surface in the LaPrada-Gray-Felt-Miller 
case. ] 

Epstein's "Psychology Today" article [(#19) supra; April 1978, p. 97] is 
as bad as I expected. It deals primarily with the handwriting analysis, but 
Epstein has slipped in a couple of tidbits on related matters. For example, he 
repeats the devious analysis of the "anachronism" in Oswald's diary entry re 
McVickar, but this time credits the discovery to "one of my research assistants.” 
Epstein may not yet have read the text of the entry himself! 

Also, Epstein gives what I think is a new version of the Reader's Digest 
connection - he says that "In 1976, the Reader's Digest came to me with an offer 
to supply almost unlimited financing for a new investigation into the Kennedy 
assassination." The Digest says that Epstein agreed to their proposal in October 
1975. Epstein continued: "At this late stage, however, the only question that 
seemed [to whom??] worth exploring” was Oswald's motive in defecting and staying 
in Russia. The Digest said that "the probe would focus on Oswald's associations 
with intelligence agencies, his access to U.S. military and rcconnaisance secrets,” 
etc. In New York , Epstein also focused on his interest in the defection, but 
the apparent conflict between his interests and the Digest's is not so obvious. 

The most Interesting thing in the Psychology Today piece is Epstein's confirm- 
ation of my hunch that the CIA got him into the graphology question. (See my 
question #1A for Epstein.) Specifically, an unnamed "former CIA researcli director" 
mentioned that the CIA had used Dr. Lewinson's work, with some success; Epstein 
called Lewinson the next day. In typically ambiguous language, Epstein reports 
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that Lewinson explained that ’’she had be<?n an occasional consultant to the CIA 
but is now in private practice.” Since .she quite possibly was also in private 
practice when she was a CIA consultant, I would not conclude that she is no longer 
a CIA consultant. 

I find it interesting that Epstein would go into Lewinson’s CIA connection 
in such detail here, since (as far as I recall) there is nothing in the book to 
indicate how Epstein learned of her work, or why he had reason to believe that 
it should be taken seriously. Presumably Epstein realized that he could be 
criticized for leaving the CIA link out of the book. One possible explanation is 
that, by being somewhat more candid in his articles and interviews, he wants to 
give the impression that background information which would detract from the 
Angleton hypothesis had to be left out of the book - e.g., at Reader’s Digest 

insistence. That is, Epstein may want to put some distance between himself and 

his function as a simple vehicle for Angleton. At least, I suspect he has some 

doubts about his role - but not enough to overcome the lure of all that money - 

and it might be productive to inquire about this if anyone gets to talk with him 
informally. 

I certainly don’t get the impression that Epstein understands Lewinson’s 
analysis. Certainly the discussion in this article is singularly unhelpful. 

I gather that the vertical axis in each of the graphs on page 98 represents a 
percentage; i.e., the percent of the measurements of (e.g.) depth which are 
rated +3, +2, respectively - whatever those numbers mean! (The numbers in each 
graph do seem to add to 100%.) 

I’m willing to believe that quite a bit of information can be obtained from 
analysis of handwriting, but the alleged underlying theory - ’’contracting and 
releasing tendencies” sounds questionable to me. If you can detect stress, haste, 
etc., this analysis can be a useful tool, although I don’t get the impression that 
Lewinson has used it with the same critical judgment and sophistication that 
O’Toole applied to his PSE work on Oswald. And I would be very surprised if 
Lewinson can substantiate her claim that Oswald’s handwriting shows that he ’’was 
an easy target for manipulation and control by others. His loyalty could switch, 
depending on [from] whom or where he could find support.” 

•The superficial similarity between Lewinson’s conclusions and parlor 
fortune telling makes me wonder how many of her conclusions are derived from clues 
other than Oswald’s handwriting. It may not be fair to her to rely on what Epstein • 
says, but he claims that ’’she determined that Oswald was traveling on a large ship 
[not a small ship? or an airplane?] when he wrote both these documents” [i.e., his 
political notes, CE 25 (presumably), and a self-questionnaire, CE 100]. [From p. 

152 of the book, it is almost certain that Epstein is referring to CE 25, rather 
than to (say) CE 97-98.] Anyhow, one has to wonder if Lewinson’s brilliant 
deduction was influenced by the fact that each page of CE 25 includes a picture of 
a large ship, identified as the logo of the Holland-America line. 

Epstein is quite unfair in claiming that the Warren Commission ’’had accepted 
uncritically” the dairy, ”as their basis for charting Oswald’s activities in the 
Soviet Union.” In the same paragraph in which it noted that the diary was not 
contemporaneous, the Warren Report said that ’’The Commission has used the diary, 
which Oswald may have written with future readers in mind, only as Oswald’s record 
of his private life and personal impressions as he sought to present them...” [WR 691] 

Finally, it seems odd that the illustration in this article is a photo of 
Oswald superimposed on the famous letter to ”Mr. Hunt,” which is not mentioned in 
the text.- Did Epstein have this letter analyzed, by any chance? 

Jerry Policoff has reminded me of CIA document ^376-154, dated 11 December 1963. 
The unnamed CIA author gives several arguments against the idea that the KGB did it. 
Referring to press reports about the FBI’s summary report (indicating that Oswald 
acted alone) , the author notes that ’’These disclosures presumably eliminate the 
possibility of further confrontations with Mr. Robert Slusser. In the event that 
Mr. Slusser continues to insist that the President was murdered by the Soviet secret 
police, the following additional negative indications and observations may be of 
some value.” Can anyone out there tell me who Slusser is? Maybe a Congressional 
staff person? 
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Highlights of aa interview of Epstein by Peter Dale Scott and Larry Lee (KSAN) , 
taped A/5/78, broadcast 4/16. Total tape is about 1^/2 hours. [Bracketed material 

is paraphrase; comments in double parentheses are by PLH,] 

•I* 

U64) EJE: [I was interested in how organizations work.] And when 1 was asked to do 

a book about Lee Harvey Oswald, and the - Reader's Digest magazine came to me and 
said they would finance a study without any strings attached - and offered me 
unlimited resources and as much money as 1 needed to find as many witnesses as 
1 could, I of course got Into the Idcn that perhaps the Warren Commission had 
missed some very Important witnesses who could comment on Oswald's life. And as 
I began the book I began to find various evidence that the intelligence services 
of the United States, and of Russia, and of Cuba all had something to hide - not 
necessarily about the assassination of President Kennedy, but about something 
that I didn't even know about, and that was an open espionage case that was going 
against Oswald. At the time I wrote "Inquest," - the FBI, by transfering a number 
of agents, by destroying a number of files ((!!)), had completely hid its 
Involvement in this espionage case; in fact, it didn't even tell President Johnson 
about it. And so 1 began to get more interested in the espionage case.... 

((It's amazing how EJE can use his own Ignorance of the Warren Report to 
bolster his 'discovery* of the FBI's interest in Oswald.)) 

088) LL: [It's a brief book, less than 300 pp.; supported by full footnoting; you 

remind me a little of Izzy Stone...; you had so much money from RD, and a staff;] 
Did you ever worry that you were going to become the sort of organization that 
you had written [about] before...? 

098) EJE: Well, 1 worried all about the time - all about the Reader's Digest getting 

Involved in [the] research, and 1 kept them out completely; and, in a sense they 
only entered it in the public relations phase, after the book was written; they 
told Time magazine, or somehow they led Time magazine to believe that it was some 
sort oTTask force, but the fact is that I simply used-two previous researchers 
who had worked foiP^^id the brunt of the work, and then when I had special jobs, 
like finding the Marines that Oswald had served with, or finding his fellow 
employees at Jaggar-Chlles-Stovall, and I had a questionnaire that could be 
asked of these people, the Reader's Digest very kindly lent me editors, who went 
around the country and filled out these questionnaires. 

((Cf. Legend , p. xvl: Oursler (of the Digest) "has contributed to almost every 
phase of the project, including research, interviewing, and organization of the 
book. By far, however, 1 am most indebted to him for his deeply perceptive 
editing of the manuscript." In this interview, EJE confirmed my hunch that he had 
thought about the complications of his hypothesis more than the book indicates; 
however, these comments argue against my suggestion that he has been trying (e.g., 
in the Psychology Today article) to make it obvious that things were left out of 
the book, presumably At the Digest's suggestion or insistence. -PLH)) 

(195) EJE: This is the hypothesis I worked on: If the CIA was going to send anyone to 
Russia as a false defector - which is a possibility - it was a very delicate and 
sensitive mission, and something that required training; it wasn't something where 
you could meet someone in a bar and say, 'Now listen, you defect to Russia, and 
just remember everything you see. * He had to be trained. This is the - I might 
be wrong, but that’s the hypothesis I worked on. If that was the case, there had 
to be - I assumed at least six months detached from his Marine career. I couldn't 
find six days detached from the career.... 

((Typical Epstein - start with the right assumptions,...)) 

(258) PDS: How far do you see this KGB control of Oswald lasting, over him? Does it 

govern his behaviour when he comes back to this country? 

(264) EJE: Well, my view - again, and this is very speculative - is that the ^Soviets 

soon found they had no use for Oswald, [and sent him back; at worst, he 11 be 
arrested, which will have propaganda value; more likely, the FBI will pursue him, 
and they'll be confused and confounded for years; at best, he'll be some sort of 
sleeper agent.] 
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[LL: The FBI followed him ineptly, which embarrased Hoover.] 

EJE: That’s true, and I think the FBI involvement goes even deeper than - 

than we can ascertain at this point ...[whatever the KGB involvement was, it 
was very low level; he was just a piece of garbage to them.] 

[PDS: V/hat about Marina? A piece of garbage, or of more interest to the KGB?] 
[EJE: The Minkenbaum case fascinated me; went to USSR at same time as LHO; 

trained by high KGB people; his entire mission - open antique store in O.C. and 
bring back a Soviet wife, to be a radio operator. There’s a CIA memo indicating 
that they should be Interested in LHO because of this pattern of the Russians 
getting a spouse in that way.] And so I would think that Marina, before she was 
allowed to return to the United States, was told that some day someone might approach 
you; if he does, you still have family here, do what he says. I mean, that’s all 
that had to be her m^.ssion, or even Oswald’s mission. ((!)) Y’know, I’m talking - 
just to really get to the point that you were making before, it’s inconceivable 
to me that the Soviets had anything to do with the assassination of Kennedy, or that 
Oswald was under Soviet control at that point. So whatever influence they exerted 
on him was very low level, and then he separated from them, er - 

PDS: [Can you date the separation? The moment of his return, or when he went 
to New Orleans?] 

EJE: Well, I would say that the point - yes, I think we - I can’t date when 
the Soviets - they might never have actually contacted him after he returned to 
America, which might have added to his frustration and caused all those letters that 

he wrote to the Soviet consulate, and other activities on his part, but I would 

say that the shooting at Walker in April of 1963 definitely was a watershed. Not 
only the Soviets but I think a lot of other people started to shy away from Oswald 
at that point, whether he did the shooting or not is another question. 

PDS: [Up to then, is it possible he was under someone's control?] 

EJE; [Up to that point, he might have been listed as an asset - a notational 

agent, as in Greene’s novel - i.e. a dubious asset.] 

EJE: [On Marina: lied about her own name, etc. ] 

PDS: [Which made her very vulnerable for deportation; there were suggestions 

she felt she was being pressured by her interviewers after the assassination.] Does 
that seem credible to you? 

EJE: Yes, and I would even go further and say that before the assassination 
the degree of pressures put on Marina might explain Oswald’s more bizarre behavior. 

LL; [Marine’s story to INS reeks ofi being an intelligence legend.] 

EJE: Yes; I would think that conceivably the name Prusakova was given to her 

because someone might have seen her living at the home of Colonel Prusakova [sic], 
and that that would explain why she was there, or maybe even Oswald didn’t know 
her true identity. 

PDS: (During discussion of Voloshin in California) Was it the Bolshoi ballet? 
EJE: I think - the name was not the Bolshoi, but it was something like that. 

[Voloshin was in Santa Ana the day LHO applied for a passport; was in charge of 
Indonesian affairs for the KGB for a while; Oswald mentioned an Indonesia operation 
he was in, in a letter to his brother; then it wasn’t publicly known.] 

PDS: [The KGB was making a big propaganda issue of it at the time; the CIA 
was still denying Involvement; I wonder why the Russians didn’t use LHO as part 
of the propaganda operation?] 

EJE:* [I was very interested in that; I looked at the other defectors; LHO 
was one of a series of 8 or 9; from his letters to his brother, it looked like he 
was going to start off as a propaganda asset, he was never so used.] 

PDS: [Was Webster so used?] 

EJE: [No; there’s a similarity - if they intended to use someone for intell- 

igence,” the assumption might be,” ((whose?)) they wouldn’t use him for propaganda. 

I think Webster offered info on plastics; I think both cases were considered 
intelligence, not propaganda.] 

EJE: [The day LHO passed through Amsterdam, Voloshin was a consul there, 

according to CIA traces. After reading Priscilla’s book, about Marina mentioning 
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a Russian-speaking waiter named Didenko, which is her father’s name, and we 
couldn't find a record of him,] I always wondered if there might not have been 

some final briefing on the ship. u >>i 

PDS: [Angleton was concerned about Voloshin, wasn t he.J ^ 

EJE: Yes; I mean, he's a man who goes by supposition, and he 

when you find 3 or 4 lines intersecting, LL: That's triangulation. EJE. ® ^^hc. 

an^- I don't know if he would assume (?) this, but he would assume that, y know, 
here you have the probable recruiter, the man who handled him in Russia and th 
person who gave him his briefing. ((Would assume, or does assume? 

PDS: I was just wondering whether he brought this case to your a e > 

or whether you brought it to his attention? ^ • 

EJE* No* No; Through Freedom of Information - I brought it to his a > 

I It tl hi.; th.f, ... (Ih.ulibU) t Shod P"lnt. 

EJE: (JJA tried to ferret out KGB pe«e“®tions, and did much more; R^D 

estimated that with the best quality control you would still have 1 
butl Aneleton never found - he thought he found one, two, or three, that was p 
nf thflir- his real job was to stop the KGB (which he saw as the only enemy; 
hi dldJt care about the minor countries - from manipulating the CIA via dlslnfor 

““"eje:' H. scudUd - ttl,d to oteato a ooptlnulty of So.lat IntalUseote EO.la 

ci““.“icrio" 

ss: -aotUn: 5aa;ro;artL‘?i: 

moles existed, and then searching for them. 

PDS 5 [How did Angleton get fired?] _ _ , _ _ ^ 

EJE: [Let me tell you how the CIA operates; really aime ag * 

everything it does elsewhere is looked at as peripheral; politicians use the CIA 
foriany things, like Nixon in Chile; but in the CIA what fascinates them is the 
chess game against the USSR; the CIA’s whole job is to warn us against 3 

adva^e in tLhnology, etc; at the bottom of this f let Icless- 
ngonts in the USSR, nil KGB people, you can t parachute Americans in and 8 

Angleton suspected these people, since he knew the Russians knew we 
o^'t^se channels; like a'^magazlne. the CIA needs stories -ery day; ^ Colby 
there actually was a daily (Inside) paper; so] there was an organizational reason 
not to like Angleton throughout the CIA.... [Golitsin story ng e on s 

for the moles was disruptive.] , j c it thinks that 

[LL brings up Colby, and Angleton' s apparent suspicion of him, LL thinks 

hlKh-leve people naturally do meet each other.] haned 

ILe LrLs 1 1 don’t suspect Colby for one reason - his career wasn t based 

on a S ofTriliiant Ties thal he ran;\f it was, then he could be Buspected 
because [you promote a mole by giving him good stuff. Colby s career was] 

of dismal failures in covert action [such as Phoenix.] thoueht so - wrong?] 

[LL: I'm not saying that Colby was a mole, just that JJA thoug 
Le: Angleton ' 8 staff suggested that he was a suspect, 

Angleton confronted Colby with questions about these contacts ^^leto^ 

believes, I have never been able to fathom. But, now - y J 

goes ^oie'^^L't^Hot^Impirtanrat this point to try and 

Mnrthe’moif Je«uL’l can't’be of any help. [The fact that JJA was confronting 
people made him even more unpopular. When Colby got back can^^e 

executive director,] it became practically an [Finally he called 

it from his own book that he's just written, to fire ^nglet . I "family 
Hersh in, pointed to the mail cover operation;] that led to . .“f , 

jewels" disclosures, and practically wrecked the CIA. (When JJA was f , 

[riop Cl phopl. leff.l th.n flips dlsapps.rsd then 

Intelligence Committee sources] the Institutional memory o how they 

destroyed [because other parts were running ^ ^ °hgy recruited someone., 

fit together; it was Cl who kept the continuity (e.g. when they recruiten 
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[LL agrees. EJE: Using the human analogy, I think when you kill the memory, 
you kill the individual or the organization]; that the CIA is dead without a 
memory of the past. 

(PDS: Your book says the CIA is inside out; linked to the Nosenko case. 

You are suggesting, more or less, are you not, that] the good guys were pushed 
out ahd that the people who had something to hide are now - took over the agency 
at that point? 

EJE: That’s right; the people who protected the secrets of the CIA and the 

FBI came to power, no matter how dirty their secrets were, and no matter what 
skeletons were involved, and the people who had thought the worst possibilities, 
that the CIA had been penetrated ... were pushed out. Yes, I think that's what 
did happen. 

[PDS: That's more important than the background of Oswald....] 

[EJE: Hacker's review suggested, aptly but critically, that my book is a 

jigsaw, puzzle, with some pieces missing and some pieces from another puzzle mixed 
in. Could be; at certain points in the book I became more interested in the 
shenanigans in the intelligence game than in Oswald. But it all criss-crosses 
as follows: back in 1963, the FBI was considered omniscient,...] 

[EJE: The FBI, and Hoover, knew of Oswald’s note, saying he would blow 

up the FBI building in Dallas. I can't believe, nor can any other serious student 

of the FBI, that that was done except on Hoover's orders. If they would destroy 

that, it would seem that they would have destroyed] any other evidence, more 
important, ]e.g., that they had tried to double Oswald, or blackmail him or Marina, 

all of which is standard operations. My thesis is that he was perceived as being 

a Soviet intelligence agent. So, you try and provoke him - e.g. by giving him 
access to classified information. ] 

[PDS: E.g., at J-C-S] [EJE: Absolutely; also at Michael Paine's house.] 

It seems to me that what was happening against Oswald is that he was being put 
in positions where he should have gotten into contact with - if he had contacts - 
with contacts in other intelligence services. And that, whatever the FBI did - 
and I think that at the end they tried to blackmail him - although I think his 
wife was then blackmailed into not saying what happened - [I think they just 
threatened to deport Marina, which got him very angry; they couldn't let that come 
out, so they erased part of the case, which is why ray book is indeed so. ..(cut off)] • 
[PDS: Can't you read LHO's note as part of a conspiracy, blackmailing the FBI 
into responding, predictably, as it did?] 

[EJE: That destruction was of the single most important piece of evidence.] 

What you suggest is possible. [It might turn out the note wasn't written by LHO. 

Just think of the situation if the Russians, or even the CIA, learned that Oswald 
was planning on shooting JFK, and they decided they didn't want to be involved, 
so they tipped off the FBI, assuming the FBI would Immediately arrest someone, as 
they would in Russia, who threatened to blow up their headquarters.] That possibility 
struck me, that it wasn't Oswald who wrote the note, but someone who had become 
privy to the plan, and who wanted to destroy the plan... [It could also have said 
something different; we're relying on secretaries' memories; it could have been a 
diversion, saying, I'm going to Florida to blow up an FBI building, etc. If they 
note was authentic, it argues against a high-level conspiracy, which wouldn't tip 
off the FBI in advance. Destroying such evidence raises the possibility that they 
would destroy other evidence, which is why Legend can be described as a jigsaw 
puzzle with pieces missing.] I've been criticized for not drawing conclusions, but 
it's impossible, because we don't have some of the basic pieces. 

[PDS: Can we conclude that the FBI and CIA had a lot to hide?] 

[EJE: CIA also hiding the 'mole' case, which they considered more important.... 
Inconceivable that they wouldn't be interested in debriefing him....] 

[PDS: The WC didn't believe that the KGB didn't debrief him.] 

EJE: When I mentioned to Richard Helms that the KGB hadn't debriefed Oswald, 
because they - because Nosenko said they were short of manpower, which is what he 
told me in (the) interview. Helms laughed and said, that's crazy, if that ever 
happened here, we would of course, y'know, always find the people, and then I said. 
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but y'know, did you debrief him, and he said. Oh my God, he . 

of BrezhneJ. Also, the CIA was running a markings 

trying to see when they changed Important re m bs e case anyone 

Rpsal.PS handled defectors, here they ejF. ((seeming . bit evlsslve)): 

wanted to send . „g“'„,me Robert Taylor ((not clear 

Tt Ml 'ls”e^ite“ro; tS^sErlnk's)) . . . So. ~ybe If the, thought LHO was ™ry 
is the only erplanation RIR could “;g*L7l"t:l 

Ifsrtnre?;^™: ha‘rwS;:S ««h .« .-ds . hit sensitive 

iere )) [Sit He had worked for everyone. He admitted that the Russian, had 
ttptiachid him. He's charming, very professional, not a fool during the Interview. 

1S|: 5rtntet7tt'n;“utrtltii.““!’ Fln.uy admitted that Hoore asked 

him to see Oswald. DeM knew who I was, may have been trying to contuse me by 

““‘tfhf'oid’fe'strlke you as on the brink of suicidal Had you gotten Into an 
uncomfortable areal Have J- ,oO people about a suicide's 

behav 7iu.“h:?:r:, th^y would sa? they a.w hothlng odd, hec.use^ou don' want 
to admit you did; I saw nothing odd.... I «“ •“’'’‘f “’f nr“.“l.l.lng 

admission about Moorel EJE; An hour or Sd y7see 

he was being blackmailed; talked about the inscribed photo. PDS. Did you 

that photo? EJE: Yes. The picture seemed to implicate ^ " , 

knowledge of the Walker shooting; maybe someone was blackmailing . 

(EJE: CIA was doing expedite check. CIA told him t at a possible 

a U.S. citizen is almost unheard of; done on an employee 

penetrator. CIA wouldn't tell him why it was requested on DeM. When the Sen 
Committee (sic) gets the answer, we'll know if he s CIA.] 

[PDS: Suppose the CIA did debrief Oswald; didn't Helms lie at least about 

the contemplating of that? Any reason to believe ^ techni- 

(EJE: The CIA officer said nothing yas ever done, . 

cality whether it was contemplated or not,] t>ut) the poss y fhev 

iErrha;‘»s';araihli“rri::7^iSYre:! ?rc7aLS . 

”“pirrh.“ "“y: ru:^ri«si.'"wha:har 

Lbrtefing. He has asked the CIA if the IG checked the Dallas office.] 

r oi>c • H vrtii Aslc Fox lm£ DXA d©l 3 ricf 0 d 0sw3lQ» J , 

g“; rt Z. «A .klstad rhaa; Fox said Aa didn't k„ow^ an, su^h 

dabrlaflng. but ha would assuma that It was dona for 'AaJ.AT^J' 

and] that he assumed it had to be done a . *((uho says”)) thing I discussed 

he assumed, not what he knew. The more interesting ((who «ay^-)) th g 
with Fox was the damage assessment when he defected....] UEJt soun 

"!st.rirrpt:;rbdr:]ihi lattar.; 

you 

saying. [Nosenko gave CIA very important information in 19 _ reason 

deLcfors could confix if Kosenko ^ in the touris J® ^ ment^in 1959^^^^^ 
for the CIA to get info from Oswald. Thirdly, uswaxa least 

SrariLv...] ((Daflnltaly sound. Ilk. Epstaln avadad this Ruastlon - or. at l.aat. 

he didn't get the point.)) 
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[EJE: Kostikov was under intense surveillance; was associated with oil 

pipeline sabotage; CIA told FBI pre-11/22 that Oswald had met Kostikov.] The 
FBI probably knew anyhow; they probably traced Oswald to some little restaurant 
in Mexico City. . . ] 

[PDS brings up Cubela» Cuba] 

[EJE: all these things would have brought Oswald to the attention of - in 
fact, the CIA asked for a list of FPCC organizers. I*m not disagreeing with your 
contention that the CIA and FBI had an interest in Oswald.] 

[PDS: You said the CIA intercepted Oswald's Powers letter. Wouldn't that 

have made him high-priority interest?] 

[EJE: Not conceivable to me that it's other than as you say, but when you 

talk to CIA people, they say, we had so many people to debrief... Powers was so 
convinced that Oswald had given the Soviets information, and I couldn't see why 
he was so sure. Just from deductive evidence; I thought he was a pretty honest guy;] 

I thought in the 3 or 6 months that the CIA debriefed him, they asked him questions 
about Oswald that triggered his mind, and [[I thought that]] he couldn't say that, 
because he was probably - he was still getting paid by the CIA. 

[LL talks about collection bias, the Reader's Digest connection problem, etc.; 
supposed LHO was an out-of-control CIA agent; was EJE's objectivity damaged; 
isn't Angleton the perfect person to float another legend, that the CIA was just 
inept? Maybe the CIA was preparing to send him to Mexico, for example?] 

[EJE: There are 2 parts to that. First, was he recruited by the CIA pre- 
defection?] I started with that hypothesis, [and found that he was an unlikely 
candidate, and there was no time. Second posslbilty: that he was reculted upon 
his return. That's much likelier, because they would have had a reason. If you 
want to go to the idea that he was an FBI or CIA agent, you look there, not at 
the pre-defection stage. About the objectivity: the stuff in the RD is not exactly 
pro-FBI. . . ] 

[PDS: Angleton and Sullivan were both forced out; not just personal grudges, 

but very committed to greater vigilance.] 

[EJE: I'll get to that, but I don't think that the RD link-] They really 
didn't have anything to do with the research; an outline was never submitted to them; 
they didn't know what the book was about until they received it. And I'm sure that 
the Washington office of the Reader's Digest - [interrupted - LL suggested that 
they could just give Angleton to Epstein late in the project, and expect him to 
run with it.] 

[EJE: The RD's interest was that thte book on the KGB was] heavily spoon-fed 

to them by Nosenko, and it has a completely different tack- 

PDS: But let's face it, by the CIA? EJE: By the CIA, absolutely, absolutely. 

I shouldn't say absolutely! (All laugh) Certainly the CIA gave them a lot of 
information for the KGB book. PDS: Would that have been Angleton specifically? 

EJE: [No; Angleton refused to speak to Barron; he was very much against that book, 
because it portrayed the KGB as a bunch of thugs; Angleton considered them 
sophisticated and elegant opponents;] his view was that that was all a disinformation 
operation, from Nosenko to - so that we would lose - if you read Colby's book, [he 
says that Angleton spends too much time dramatizing the capacity of the KGB, which 
is just a bunch of thugs. Yes, the book comes in large part from Angleton, Sullivan, 
etc., the main part comes from the Soviet Russia Division, who are also disgruntled, 
although they and Angleton hate each other. I spoke to some current CIA people - 
Helms, IG Gordon Stewart, John Hart, who are part of the book. It's hard to be sure 
you're not being used. I spent 6 months going around to Cl staff; when I got to 
speak to the Soviet Russia people in Brussels, I was told that much had been left 
out - the '62 Golitsin story, moles.] 

[PDS: Weren't you surprised by JJA's pre-ass'n knowledge of Oswald; the Powers 

letter, Voloshin, etc., not given to the WC?] 

[EJE: I'm not sure about that; from the FOIA requests; they got a good deal 
of information; I think the WC just didn't want to deal with the problem of Russia. 
((Definitely evasive this time.)) CIA didn't give me photo of Voloshin, but would 
have given it to the WC. CIA and FBI were hoping things wouldn't come out.] 
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[PDS: But wouldn't Angleton have wanted more to come out?] 

[EJE: There are 2 Angleton’ s - in and out of power. Now he sees his only 
chance of getting the mole story out is to flush it out through the Senate Select 
Committee or a journalist; in 1963, he was practically running the CIA; he was 
the most powerful man there, didn’t want even his name to come out. CIA had 
interests in the Cubela stuff not coming out.] 

[Concluding discussion about whether the case can be solved, etc. EJE 
thinks that guns & bullets may be a blind alley; with one gunman, there could 
still be a conspiracy; the second alternative is looking at Oswald’s connections. 
Epstein does chink it is a live case.] 

[End of highlights of interview of Epstein by Peter Dale Scott and Larry Lee of 
kSAN, taped 4/5/78. If the earlier pages of this Interview (which starts on page 
14) are missing from your copy, they can be obtained on request.] 

Some general comments: Epstein has obviously thought about some of the 

evidence about Oswald and U.S. Intelligence in a more subtle way than is reflected 
in the book. I don’t think we have yet heard the full story of why the book is 
so asymmetric. It seems possible that editing was done to keep the book simple, 
and that Epstein actually believes it was done for stylistic reasons. I’m 
certainly not convinced that the book was not the result of an intelligence 
operation by the Angleton people, even if Epstein didn’t know it. 

After the taping, Epstein inscribed Peter’s copy of Legend with favorable 
comments about Peter’s work, and gave him a New York phone number. Epstein 
supposedly claimed familiarity with our book, and recalled my help with Inquest . 

***** 

A few days ago, I was considering adding to these notes some speculation 
that the recent defection of Shevchenko at the U.N. was somehow connected to 
Epstein’s disclosures about Fedora. I decided that this would make me sound 
too much like Mae Brussell or J. Jesus Angleton. However, I am informed that 
today’s NY Times (and Time) report that Shevchenko has offered to tell us something 
about Fedora, for the right amount of money. Very interesting. 

So, I will mention ray suspicion that there is more to the indictments of 
Gray, Felt, and Miller than meets the eye. I don’t have any idea what it is; 

I’ll Just suggest that it might be worth the effort to ask people connected with 
this case if they can shed any light on the cases of Fedora, Nosenko, the mole 
in the FBI’s NY office, or the Kennedy assassination. 

One thing that did catch my attention is that the NY FBI agent, LaPrade, 
specifically alleged that the Weathermen were tied to the PLO. It is now well 
known that Angleton doesn’t care for the PLO at all, considering them a KGB front. 

It will be interesting to see if Angleton* s Security and Intelligence Fund 
goes to bat for Gray et al. , now that charges against Kearney have been dropped. 

More sources: 

(39) Hacker’s review (NYRev, 4/V/78) is remarkably low key. In marked 
contrast to Hoch & Stetler, he finds the Oswald part more compelling than the mole 
part, and actually complains that Epstein ’’allows Angleton’ s recollections to 
wander far afield from Oswald." Some of Hacker’s criticisms are well taken, but 
phrased most gently. Inquest is praised as the best single study of the assass- 
ination, with no indication that Hacker had anything to do with it. 

(40) Courtesy of Peter Scott: NYT, 3/10/76, p. 1 - a story by Crewdson 

about alleged penetration of the FBI. The source is a former intelligence official, 
presumably Angleton (or maybe Sullivan). Golitsin is named, and quite a bit of 

his story is told, including the claim that the FBI had been damaged worse than the 
CIA. The story of the stolen documents which were offered back to the FBI is 
mentioned. Very interesting; and another reason to wondering about the chronology 
of Epstein’s project. By 3/10/76 he was certainly well into it. In New ^ York , 

(part I, p. 38), he said he didn’t know of any previous mention of Stone’s story. 
Hmm. Was this Crewdson story Angleton’ s first attempt, which didn’t take, without 
the sex appeal of the Oswald angle? Hmm. 



